REMARKS 



Reconsideration of this application is requested in view of the amendments to the 
claims and the remarks presented herein. 

The claims in the application are claims 1 to 21 and 28 to 30, all other claims 
having been cancelled. 

All of the claims were rejected under 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite since the Examiner deemed claim 1 to be indefinite and claims 2 and 3 as being 
confusing. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this ground of rejection since the amended claims 
are believed to properly define the invention. The expression "non-saccharides" is linked 
to the polymer so the correct English translation of "at least one of the polysaccharides 
and non-saccharadic polymers" has been inserted. Claim 1 has been amended to more 
clearly point out that at least one of the polysaccharides and of the non-saccharidic non- 
cross-linked polymers is polycarboxylic. Therefore, it is believed that the claim is now 
definite. In addition, claim 3 has been amended to provide proper antecedent basis 
therefor. Therefore, the amended claims are believed to properly define the invention 
and withdrawal of this ground of rejection is requested. 
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Claims 1 to 18, 20, 21 and 28 to 30 were rejected under 35 USC 102 as being 
anticipated by the El et al patent and claim 19 was rejected under 35 USC 103 as being 
obvious thereover taken in view of the Heidel et al patent. The Examiner states that the 
primary reference discloses cross-linked polymers based on non-cross-linked 
polycarboxylic polymers and a cross-linking agent having at least two amine functions 
with the cross-linked copolymer comprising at least one polycarboxylic polysaccharide 
and at least one non-cross-linked polycarboxylic polymer that is not a polycarboxylic 
polysaccharide. The Examiner states that the reference also discloses a method of 
preparing the same. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this ground of rejection since it is deemed that the 
El et al patent does not anticipate or render obvious Applicants' invention. The El et al 
patent is discussed in the third full paragraph of page 1 of the application and is directed 
to cross-linked copolymers based non-cross-linked polycarboxylic polymers containing at 
least one polycarboxylic polysaccharide. The copolymer of the reference contains at 
least one polycarboxylic polysaccharide and at least one other polycarboxylic polymer 
which is not a polysaccharide as indicated in lines 16 to 18 of page 1 thereof. However, 
as noted on page 1 of the application, the process consists of mixing the polycarboxylic 
polymers of the two types (polysaccharide and non-polysaccharidic) in an aqueous 
solution which does not exclude the existence in the final cross-linked copolymer of 
heterogeneities resulting from cross-linking reactions either between polysaccharides 
only or between non-polysaccharide carboxylic polymers only. 
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The present application solves the said problem by first preparing copolymers of 
the two starting types (polycarboxylic polysaccharide polymer and non-saccharidic 
polycarboxylic polymer) and the copolymers so obtained are then cross-linked which 
excludes any possible heterogeneities as a covalent bond exists before the cross-linking 
reaction which results in new cross-linked copolymers based on non-cross-linked 
polycarboxylic copolymers. 

The building elements of Applicants' cross-linked copolymers are different from 
those of the El et al patent. In Applicants' invention, the building elements are non- 
cross-linked polycarboxylic copolymers whereas in the El et al patent, the building 
elements are non-cross-linked polycarboxylic polymers which polymers are a 
polysaccharide and a second non-polysaccharide which react together with a cross- 
linking agent to form the cross-linked copolymer. Since the building elements are 
different, the cross-linked copolymers are necessarily different. Therefore, the El et al 
patent does not anticipate or render obvious Applicants' invention and withdrawal of this 
ground of rejection is requested. 

Claims lto 18, 20, 21 and 28 to 30 were rejected under 35 USC 102 as being 
anticipated by the Lambert et al patent and Applicants wish to call to the Examiner's 
attention that this patent is the national phase of El et al cited above and therefore, the 
same arguments apply to this reference as applied to the El et al patent. Therefore, 
withdrawal of this ground of rejection is requested. 
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Claims 1, 4 to 6, 9 to 12, 14, 17, 18, 20 and 21 were rejected under 35 USC 101 as 
being directed to the same invention of the Lambert et al patent. The Examiner was of 
the opinion that claim 1 was identical in scope to claim 1 of the application even though, 
the wording is slightly different. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this ground of rejection since it is believed that 
the claims of the present application are directed to a patentably distinct invention and are 
not directed to the same invention, as can be seen from the above discussion of the prior 
art. Therefore, withdrawal of this ground of rejection is requested. 

In view of the amendments to the claims and the above remarks, it is believed that 
the claims clearly point out Applicants' patentable contribution and favorable 
reconsideration of the application is requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Muserlian, Lucas and Mercanti 




Charles A. Muferlian, 19,683 
Attorney for Applicants 
Tel. #(212) 661-8000 
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